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86TH CONGRESS t HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { '  Reporr 


1st Session No. 335 
Soe 


DESIGNATING THE COYOTE VALLEY RESERVOIR IN 
CALIFORNIA AS LAKE MENDOCINO 


May 6, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Davis of Tennessee, from the Committee on Public Works, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R, 2193] 


The Committee on Public Works, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 2193) to designate the Coyote Valley Reservoir in California 
as Lake Mendocino, having considered the same, report favorably 
thereon without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass. 

The site of the Coyote Valley Reservoir is on the East Fork of the 
Russian River approximately 0.8 mile above the mouth of that 
tributary near Ukiah, Mendocino County, Calif. 

The committee has been informed that local interests are agreeable 
to the proposal to designate the body of water formed at the dam as 
Lake Mendocino. Naming of the lake for the county of Mendocino 
would seem most appropriate, and the committee recommends passage 
of the bill. 

The Department of the Army has no objection to the enactment of 
the bill and the report of the Secretary to the chairman of the com- 
mittee is herein below set forth in full and made a part of this report. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Army, 
Washington, D.C., March 17, 1959. 
Hon. Cartes A. Buck .ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CuatrMan: Reference is made to your request for the 
views of the Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 2193, 
86th Congress, a bill to designate the Coyote Valley Reservoir in 
California as Lake Mendocino. 

This bill would designate the reservoir created by the Coyote 
Valley Dam on the East Fork of Russian River near Ukiah in 
Mendocino County, Calif., as Lake Mendocino. 
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The Department of the Army has no objection to the above- 
‘mentioned bill. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to 
the submission of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
Wiser M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. 


O 
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ADJUSTMENT OF PRICE SUPPORTS FOR FEED GRAINS 


May 6, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Cooter, from the Committee on Agriculture, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 5432) 


The Committee on Agriculture to whom was referred the bill (H.R. 
5432) to amend section 105(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, relating to price support for oats, rye, barley, and grain 
sorghums, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
amendments and recommend that the bill do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: } 

Page 1, line 11, strike out the period and the quotation marks at the 
end of the bill and add a colon and the following: 


Provided, however, That the level of such support price for 
each commodity shall not exceed the percentage of parity at 
which price support is established for corn. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, price support shall be made availa- 
ble to producers of the 1959 crop of soybeans at a level not 
less than that available for soybeans during the marketing 
year which began in 1958. 


Amend the title to read: 


.. bill to amend section 105(b) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, relating to price support for oats, rye, 
barley, grain sorghums, and soybeans. 


PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of this bill is to clarify the language of the Agricultural 
Act of 1958 relating to feed grain price supports so as to more nearly 
carry out the intent of Congress in enacting that provision and 
to provide the minor feed grains with support prices bearing a closer 
relationship to corn than those which have been announced by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. For purposes of this bill, the feed grains 
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referred to are oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums. The effect of 
the bill will be to increase somewhat the support level for all four of 
these feed grains and give them a value more nearly comparable to 
their sctuut feeding value in relationshiop to corn. 


LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND 


Pursuant to the provisions of the Agricultural Act of 1958, which was 
poses by Congress late in the 2d session of the 85th Congress and 
ecame law of Kagtst 28, 1958, corn producers voted in a referendum 
for a new corn program which eliminated any acreage allotments on 
that commodity and placed the level of price support at 90 percent 
of the average price received by farmers in the immediately preceding 
3 years, but not less than 65 percent of parity. 
The same section of the law establishing this price support program 
for corn (sec. 105 of the Agricultural Act of 1949) establishes the 
following basis for price supports for feed grains: 


Beginning with the 1959 crop, price support shall be made 
available to producers for each crop of oats, rye, barley, 
and grain sorghums at such level of the parity price therefor 
as the Secretary of Agriculture determines is fair and reason- 
able in relation to the level at which price support is made 
available for corn, taking into consideration the feeding 
value of such commodity in relation to corn, and the other 
factors set forth in section 401(b) hereof. 


Section 401(b) of the 1949 act, referred to in the text above, con- 
tains eight criteria which are to be used by the Secretary in deter- 
mining the level of price support for a commodity for which price 
support is discretionary. The factors are: 


(1) The supply of the commodity in relation to the 
demand therefor, (2) the price levels at which other com- 
modities are being supported and in the case of feed grains, 
the feed values of such grains in relation to corn, (3) the 
availability of funds, (4) the perishability of the commodity, 
(5) the importance of the commodity to agriculture and the 
national economy, (6) the ability to dispose of stocks ac- 
quired through price support operation, (7) the need for 
offsetting temporary losses of export markets, and (8) the 
ability and willinphions of producers to keep supplies in line 
with demand. 


The bill which became the Agricultural Act of 1958 originated in 
the Senate and carried the number S. 4071. It was referred to the 
House Committee on Agriculture on July 28, 1958, and reported 
back to the House with amendments on August 2, 1958. The bill 
passed the House with amendments on August 14, 1958, and the 
Senate concurred in the House amendments on August 18, 1958. 

In the bill as it passed the Senate, the provision relating to price 
supports for feed grains read as follows: 


Beginning with the 1959 crop, price support shall be made 
available to producers for each crop of oats, rye, barley, 
and grain sorghums at such level not less than 60 percentum 
of the parity price therefor as the Secretary of Agriculture 
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’ determines is fair and reasonable in relation to the level at 
which price support is made available for corn, taking into 
consideration the feeding value of such commodity in rela- 
tion to corn, the normal price relationship between such 
commodity and corn, the location and storability of the 
commodity and other relevant factors. 


It will be noted that this provision varies substantially from the 
amendment made by the House and later adopted by the Senate. 

One major difference is that the Senate provision contained a floor 
of 60 percent of parity below which the Seeretary could not go in 
establishing price supports for feed grains. It is worth noting that 
this floor of 60 percent of parity for feed grains is at the same level as 
the Senate had established for corn in its bill. It is likewise worth 
noting that the Secretary of Agriculture in establishing support 
prices for 1959, has set the support price for corn at 66 percent of 
parity and the support price of the other feed grains at 60 percent of 
parity, although under the Senate bill all would have had the same 
parity floor and although the intent of the House action on the bill 
was to raise, instead of lower, the relative price at which feed grains 
would be supported. 

HOUSE ACTION 


In the House, the minimum support level for corn was established 
at 65 percent of parity and the floor on feed grain supports, in terms 
of parity, was eliminated. The reason for eliminating the 60 percent 
floor was that the House committee in amending the bill considered 
that it was tying the support price of feed grains so closely to the sup- 
port price of corn that a fixed floor would not be necessary but that the 
support price of the various feed grains would be set at a level well 
above the minimum provided in the Senate bill. 

The major change made by the House in amending this section was 
to remove from the subsection relating to feed grains the indefinite 
criteria of ‘the normal price relationship between such commodity 
and corn, the location and storability of the commodity and other 
relevant factors” and substitute in lieu thereof the very definite 
criteria set out in section 401(b) of the 1949 act. 


INTENT OF THE HOUSE ACTION 


The intent of the House action was to tie the support level of the 
minor feed grains closely and continually to the support price for 
corn in a manner which would reflect their relative feed value as 
compared to corn. The committee had reason to believe that the 
language adopted would do this because the section itself establishes 
the feeding value in relation to corn as a major criteria in establishing 
the level of support and the factors of section 401(b) (which the Secre- 
tary is also to consider) also include this same criterion. Thus, it 
seemed to the committee that it would be necessary for the Secretary 
to take the feed value relationship into consideration twice in making 
his determination and to give it substantially more weight than any 
other factor in the determination of the feed grain support level. 

The following table shows in column A the feed value relationship 
of the minor feed grains expressed in a percentage of the feed value 
of corn. Column B shows the level of price support which would be 
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established for each of these feed grains (with the level of support for 
corn at a $1.12 as it has been established for 1959) if the support 
price for the minor feed grains were based entirely on their feeding 
value in relationship to corn. Column C shows the support price 
for these grains which has been established by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture for 1959. It is obvious that the support prices which have 
been announced by the Department for the minor feed grains bear 
little or no relationship to the feeding value of those grains in 
comparison to corn. 





A B Oo 
CR IE siiidedeshedebadepccscemegipenpenneepegennaes 90 $0. 58 $0. 50 
RIT 1h) dane iuhiaiinbganhtinimbtubbanddahudditnaesdps 85 95 90 
Barley (bushel)................... Sib wists bbodaddhbddddaaoehts 90 . 86 -77 
Grain eae ES | EE i A, 95 1.90 1. 52 


DEPARTMENTAL ACTION 


In hearings on this bill, the Department of Agriculture vigorously 
defended the method it had used in arriving at a determination of the 
level of feed grain supports for 1959 and went over its computations in 
detail. Most of these are set out in the letter from the Department 
reporting adversely on this bill, which is appended hereto. Although 
Department witnesses maintained to the contrary, it was clear from 
the evidence presented at the hearing that in making their computa- 
tions leading to the establishment of the price support level for feed 
grains, they had virtually ignored the fact that the words ‘“‘taking into 
consideration the feeding value of such commodity in relation to corn” 
appears in section 105(b), the basic price support provision. Their 
calculations were made as though the only factors to be considered 
were those in section 401(b), also referred to in the section. 

That this is the case is clear from the following discussion at the 
hearing between Hon. W. R. Poage, chairman of the subcommittee, 
and Assistant Secretary Marvin McLain of the Department of Agri- 
culture. ‘The excerpt is from pages 15, 16, and 17 of the printed hear- 
ings on this bill. 


Mr. Poace. Let us proceed then as to why you felt the 
feed value—the relative feed value of these grains should 
not bear the same relationship to these other criteria that 
you have used. 

Mr. McLarn. Again, Mr. Poage, I say it did not indicate 
to give any percentage in any one of these eight points. 

Mr. Poaae. You said it was 12% percent on each of them— 
it would have come out about the same if we had used that. 

Mr. McLain. I think so. 

Mr. Poacr. Let me ask you this, did you give any credit 
to feed value? 

Mr. Mclain. We certainly did. 

Mr. Poaar. About how much did you say you put down? 

Mr. Mclatn. I think it would be about the relation of 
one point as to the eight. 

r. Poaacn. You mean that the percentage of feed value 
that you calculated would be about half—be given about 
half the total weight? 
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Mr. McLaurn. No, I didn’t say that. 

Mr. Poaasz. You said one to eight. 

Mr. McLarn. To be sure we understand this, Mr. Poage, 
one of the eight points does include the feed proposition. 

Mr. Poaas. Yes. 

Mr. McLain. Of course, in one sense it is a duplication. I 
have stated that we tried to give equal consideration to each 
of these eight factors. I would, also, say from the stand- 
point of the amount of money available I was very frank 
and honest, I think, in telling you that while we are up near 
our borrowing authority limit or will be July 1, that was not 
a major factor in deciding whether we ought or ought not to 
do it. In my judgment that should not be. 

The others were given very careful consideration and cor- 
responding weight. 

Mr. Poace. When we read the statute, Mr. McLain, 
section 105, section (b), there is the requirement that the 
Secretary shall establish the support price ‘‘at such level of 
the parity price therefor as the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines is fair and reasonable in relation to the level at 
which price support is made available for corn, taking into 
consideration the feeding value of such commodity in rela- 
tion to corn, and the other factors set forth in 401(b) hereof.” 

Mr. McLain. That is right. 

Mr. Poaaez. And in 401 it gave the eight factors that you 
read to us. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Mr. Poages. Which includes again feed value. 

Mr. McLain. Yes. 

Mr. Poage. In other words, the statute especially states 
the Secretary should take into account feed value in relation 
to corn of which requirement is also one of the eight points. 

Mr. McLain. That is correct. 

Mr. Poaae. I seems to me that it is a reasonable inter- 
pretation that the Secretary would take into consideration 
the feeding value, and then take into consideration these 
eight points. 

Mr. McLarn. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Poage. Then the feeding value is about the equivalent 
under section 105 to the other eight points. 

Mr. McLain. No, it is not. 

Mr. Poacr. Then the other eight points, which include 
feeding value, give feeding value about nine-sixteenths 
weight of the total of the items set out in the law. 4 

Mr. McLain. Well, again, I thought you were not raising 
any questions about the legal authority. 

Mn Poace. I am not. I am just talking about the 
weighting. You understand I am not questioning the legal- 
ity of what you did. I told youl was not. I am not ques- 
tioning it now. I am simply trying to get at the proper 
weight. 

Mr. McLain. We weighted each one of them carefully. 

Mr. Poagce. I can understand that. I thought that you 
said that you did not give the same weight to each of the 
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items and that you did give more weight to feed value than 
you did to some of the other factors. 

Then I understood you to say you gave all of them about 
the same weight. 

Mr. McLarn. I say again that under the statute there is 
no requirement that any specific percentage be given to any 
one factor. And at no time in the discussion of this—it was 
carefully reviewed—was any consideration given to a per- 
centage for each one. The whole thing was looked at, as I 
am sure you would agree the Board of Directors ought to 
look at it—on the basis of all of the facts before the Board. 
And this was the decision made. 

Mr. Poaace. Then your figures did not give any more 
weight to feeding value than to these other factors. 

Mr. McLain. I would not say that. 1 will put it this way. 
We certainly did not give any less. 

Mr. Poagce. But you won’t say that you gave any more. 

Mr. McLarn. I think that is right. 


The direct and inevitable effect of the support prices which have 
been announced for feed grains is to destroy the balance between the 
support prices for the minor feed grains and for corn which has been 
maintained for the past several years. The following table shows the 
effective support prices for corn and the other feed grains for 1958 
and 1959. Column C shows the 1959 support price for each grain as 
a percentage of the 1958 price. 

It will be noted that the support level for corn has been reduced 
only 5.08 percent below the 1958 effective support level whereas oats 
has been reduced 18.03 percent, rye has been reduced 18.18 percent, 
barley has been reduced 17.2 percent, and grain sorghums have been 


reduced 16.94 percent. 
Support prices 


A B Oo 


1958 1959 1959 as 
(actual) (announced) | percent of 
1958 


QO... capinctgdcvtindgncshsethyoukbadkqciighadsdipantdietnehieken $1. 18 $1. 12 94 
OO. .cadudtniinndidebsicucncbdscencindselipbadtghatdadinian 61 

TN sw aliincetaclatct alent te nlc nant eee Ren een nema 1.10 90 81. 82 
DOG. SUG PS Sa Ei chub bins cenbielhtadeientjphleeeis dabce 93 77 

Geni SOCBUE 5. -cncescoonnobescodiddbdalhcauinsyadbetheds 1.83 1. 52 83. 06 


The effective support price for corn for 1958 was ascertained by 
taking the average loan value at which price support loans have been 
made by the Commodity Credit Corporation on 1958 crop corn. 
There were two levels of price support for the 1958 crop of corn: $1.36 
per bushel for those farmers who complied with their acreage allot- 
ments and $1.06 per bushel for farmers who did not comply with 
acreage allotments. Only an estimated 12 percent of corn producers 
in the commercial corn area complied with acreage allotments in 
1958 and, therefore, the general level of price support was actually 
much closer to the noncompliance figure than to the level available to 
cooperators. As of March 31, 1959, CCC records showed that price 
support loans had been made on 320,508,889 bushels of 1958 crop 
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corn and that the total amount loaned to farmers on this quantity of 
corn was $377,953,161. This is an average of $1.179 per bushel 
which the committee has rounded to $1.18 per purposes of comparison. 


EFFECT OF ANNOUNCED SUPPORT LEVELS 


In spite of the fact that on April 10, 1959, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation had in its bins more bushels of corn than of all other 
grains combined (including the highly advertised wheat surplus), the 
probable result of the Department’s misguided pricing policy on feed 
grains is to force still more acres of farmland from the production of 
the minor feed grains to corn. 

The following table indicates that such a shift is actually taking 
place. The table shows the 1958 planted acreage of corn and the four 
minor feed grains and the anticipated 1959 acreage, as indicated by 
farmers’ intentions reported by the Crop Reporting Board. 


1958 1959 inten- | Change (per- 
tions cent) 

COUR s cnn sie sad eiadesa so $b pb cnsdicp otglegsaedesennshpphocopets 74, 654 83, 921 +12.4 

WEED ch seuklicokcochbtgee cadadseuceksesdtecdelbadapeibedadesds 38, 430 35, —6 
BED LU. Di cddbeb< Sihbbb sd ciactins dedde Sobebbihtotntedldd 4, 442 3, 908 —12.0 
gon a Peres Sone ee arene ee Aaa 16, 268 17, 093 +5.1 
aris SOCRINAMD Soo hho i eidik dat ke ndebaicaenases 21,176 20 —3.5 
Bile oO caiabdoksapenevinghadeudscdéccendgnanbdobuasitaedidd 154, 970 FOOLS Piteandtiscktane 
6 RE i dcthdsl Ss Oo LO ae Bhi LL i 80, 316 ff ee eee ee 


As indicated by the table, farmers intend to plant 9,267,000 more 
acres of corn in 1959 than they did in 1958. This is in part, of course, 
a response to the price support of $1.12 on corn, without any control 
whatever on production, which has been announced by the Depart- 
ment. In part, however, this is a shift of other feed grain acreage 
into corn. This is indicated also by the table, which shows that 
farmers intend to plant 2,877,000 fewer acres to oats, rye, barley, and 
grain sorghums in 1959 than they did in 1958. 

Since corn is the most prolific producer of feeding units per acre in 
most parts of the country, any shift from the minor feed grains to 
corn can be expected to increase the total surplus of feed in the 
United States. The purpose of this bill is to prevent some of this 
shift from minor feed grains into corn by reestablishing a more real- 
istic relationship between the support levels for the various grains 
than has been announced by the Secretary of Agriculture. 


COMMITTEE AMENDMENT 


The committee amendment is in two parts. The first part is the 
proviso added to the end of the bill as it was introduced. The effect 
of this proviso is to modify the language of the bill so that the level 
of price support for the minor feed grains may be placed at the true 
feed value relationship with corn only to the extent that this would 
not increase the level of price support of the minor feed grains (ex- 
pressed in terms of parity for each grain) above the level of price 
support for corn for the same year (expressed in terms of parity for 
corn). 
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The level of support for corn announced by the Secretary for 1959 
is 66 percent of parity. Under the amendment adopted by the com- 
mittee, therefore, the level of support for any of the other feed grains 
could not exceed 66 percent of parity for 1959, even though the feed 
value relationship to corn might indicate a higher level of support. 

The following table shows the support levels for 1959 announced 
by the Secretary, the level of support provided by the bill as intro- 
duced, and the level provided by the bill as amended by the committee. 


Effect of commitiee amendment 





Percent 1959 support as H.R. 6432 as H.R. 6432 as 
of feed announced introduced amended 
Feed crain value of |__ on Pot! papery. Snare agian 
corn 


Dollars Parity | Dollars | Parity 


Dollars | Parity 


roqdd| qo.) 





Percent Percent Percent 
ONG... nnadidenncbiguasmaneres: 90 0. 50 60 0. 58 69 0. 55 66 
RO eT T TTS rrr ery. 8&5 90 60 . 95 63 .95 63 
a ak aaah dlaD are on ‘ue 60 i) 67 .85 66 
eG BS 95 1. 52 60 1. 90 vi) 1. 67 66 








In the case of grain sorghums, for example, the announced support 
price for 1959 is $1.52. Grain sorghums have a feeding value of 95 
percent of that of corn and, therefore, under the provisions of the bill 
without the amendment, the support price for 1959 would be $1.90. 
The committee amendment would limit the support level to 66 percent 
of parity for 1959 (the same as corn) and this would be $1.67. A 
simular situation exists with respect to oats and barley. Only rye, of 
the four minor feed grains would not be affected by the committee 
amendment. 

The second part of the committee amendment is the sentence 
relating to soybeans. This will require the level of support for soy- 
beans to be the same, in percentage of parity, in 1959 as it was for the 
1958 crop. At present levels of parity it is estimated that this will 
result in a support price of $2.08 for soybeans for the 1959 crop, 
instead of a support price of $1.85 as announced by the Secretary. 

The reason for this amendment is to still further remove some of 
the incentive for production, of an unmanageably large corn crop in 
1959 and divert some of the intended corn acreage to other crops of 
which there is less of a surplus. Although there is a surplus of all 
carbohydrate feeds, there is no substantial surplus of protein feeds 
and on the basis of present estimated demand for these feeds, it ap- 
pears that a substantial acreage could be diverted from corn or other 
carbohydrate feeds into soybeans or other protein feeds without 
creating any substantial surplus of protein feed materials. 


DEPARTMENT REPORT 


The following adverse report of the Department of Agriculture on 
H.R. 5432 explains in detail the Department’s rationalization of the 
support levels it has assigned to the feed grains. It illustrates the 
contention of the committee which forms the basis for this bill, that 
less weight than the committee intended was given to the relative 
feeding value of the various grains in establishing the levels of price 
support for 1959. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT oF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1959. 
Hon. Haroxtp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear ConcressMAN Cooter: This is in reply to your request of 
March 5, 1959, for a report on H.R. 5432, a bill relating to price sup- 
port for oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums. 

This Department does not recommend the enactment of H.R. 5432. 

H.R. 5432 would amend section 105(b) of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended, to provide that, beginning with the 1959 crop, price 
support for each crop of oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums, shall 
be established solely on the basis of the feeding value of the commodity 
in relation to corn. Currently, the law provides that price support 
for these feed grains shall be established at such levels of the parity 
price as the Secretary determines is fair and reasonable in relation 
to the level at which price support is made available for corn, taking 
into consideration the feeding value of the commodity in relation to 
corn and the eight factors set forth in section 401(b) of the act. 

We believe that the eight factors in the present law provide a 
realistic basis for the establishment of price support levels. These 
are as follows: (1) the supply of the commodity in relation to the 
demand therefor, (2) the price levels at which other commodities are 
being supported and, in the case of feed grains, the feed values of such 
grains in relation to corn, (3) the availability of funds, (4) the 
perishability of the commodity, (5) the importance of the commodity 
to agriculture and the national economy, (6) the ability to dispose of 
stocks acquired through a price-support operation, (7) the need for 
offsetting temporary losses of export markets, and (8) the ability and 
willingness of producers to keep supplies in line with demand. 

Under the Aaiiculturel Act of 1958 the price support for corn is 
determined on the basis of 90 percent of the previous 3-year average 
market price but not less than 65 percent of parity. In accordance 
with this requirement the 1959 price support corn has been calculated 
at $1.12 per bushel. 

_ Let us review each of the eight factors set forth in section 401(b) 
in turn, 


(1) THE SUPPLY OF THE COMMODITY IN RELATION TO THE DEMAND 








THEREFOR 
Supply and utilization—Marketing year 1958-59 
|Millions of bushels] 
Grain sor- Barley Rye Oats 
ghums 
Re Cre kkk ee th hh ee 309 168 10 326 
NOE iin ise eicacnswenca bitchin dmedbebudcean 615 470 33 1, 422 
I RR ee ca teacenunoeaiebacmeadaaieel 20 3 15 
PEM WINE C2. 20008 282 A Dh oeeeuan 924 658 46 1, 763 
Estimated domestic disappearance. ...................- 334 343° 24 1, 363 
meeinGiexperteis i350 ee 90 110 8 25 
Total disappearance.................-.........--- 424 458 32 1, 388 





Estimated carryover at end of marketing year_........- 500 | 200 14 375 
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The following factors should be noted for each of the commodities, 
A. Grain sorghums 

1. Tise total supply of grain sorghums is equal to more than twice 
the indicated total disappearance even though disappearance was up 
in 1958-59. In the case of corn the total supply relative to indicated 
use is substantially less—152 percent. 

2. The grain sorghum surplus is greater, relatively speaking, than 
corn. 

(a) The estimated grain sorghum carryover of 500 million 
bushesl is equal to 1% years domestic disappearance. For corn 
it is about half a year. 

(6) The estimated grain sorghum carryover of 500 million 
bushels is equal to 125 percent of our total disappearance. For 
corn it is 52 percent of disappearance. 


B. Barley 


1. Production is well in excess of any previous year and is at an 
alltime record high. 

2. The total supply is at an alltime record high and over 40 percent 
in excess of indicated use for 1958-59, which is expected to be con- 
siderably above average. 

3. Stocks at the end of the 1958-59 season are expected to be the 
highest of record and 20 percent above last vear’s previous record. 

4. CCC stocks are expected to reach an alltime high, of 125 million 
bushels, at the end of the 1958-59 season. 


C. Rye 


1. Production in 1958 was the largest since 1942 when we were 
feeding large quantities of rye for livestock. 

2. The present total supply is almost double estimated domestic 
use (our. only unsubsidized market) and 50 percent larger than esti- 
mated total use, even though total use will be well above 1957-58 
and average (1952-56). 

3. Stocks at the end of the 1958-59 season will be considerably 
(about 40 percent) above 1957-58 and larger than average (1952-56). 
Most of these stocks will be owned by CCC. 


D. Oats 


1. The total supply is nearly 30 percent above expected total use, 
even though use will be a little above average. 

2. Stocks at the end of the 1958-59 season will be at an alltime 
record high and more than 50 percent above their level 2 years ago. 

3. CCC stocks are expected to go up to an alltime high of 62 million 
bushels by the end of the 1958-59 season. 


(2) THE PRICE LEVELS AT WHICH OTHER COMMODITIES ARE BEING 
SUPPORTED AND, IN THE CASE OF FEED GRAINS, THE FEED VALUES 
OF SUCH GRAINS IN RELATION TO CORN 


(a) Corn is being supported at 66 percent of parity—other feed 
grains at 60 percent of parity. 

(b) The feed value of grain sorghums is equal to about 95 percent 
of that for corn; barley, 90 percent; oats, 90 percent; and rye, 85 
percent. 
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(8) THE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 


(a) There are sufficient funds available to support these crops at 
realistic levels. However, overall speaking we are close to the present 
limit on our borrowing authority. 


(4) THE PERISHABILITY OF THE COMMODITY 


es Grain sorghums 

There is considerable concern as to the practicability or feasi- 
bility of carrying grain sorghums in storage for more than 2 years, and 
safe storage of grain is a major problem in the area in which grain 
sorghums are produced. This could create certain storage problems 
in view of the large stocks held by the Government and the limited 
outlets. Considerable storage, handling and interest charges will be 
incurred before disposal. 


B. Barley, rye and oats 


1. These crops will store for reasonable periods of time. However, 
due to the problems of disposal substantial storage, handling and 
interest changes will be incurred before disposal. 


‘'5) THE IMPORTANCE OF THE COMMODITY TO AGRICULTURE AND THE 
NATIONAL ECONOMY 


The value of the various feed crops produced in 1958 and the 
percentage of total value of all crops are as follows: 





| Value Percentage 
Millions 
NUL,» iiisinceapahiiinillacdccendetubingtaladige aud omdehaalamdinadmaadaimna ean $4, 068 21.6 
QR aie Satn a ce eso eis cceeass ade baal sss ers SON 4.3 
Sn nT ce si nies @undenibimnianeneeraeath aatticianh oileetnancetiee 602 3.2 
Io cieienctecbchdicch sdRib nn bb ndcitds tn atins slike bh kan kdivek tik bane 412 22 
90 noi SeSeSS Stee accsaSoeTSTESSTSKSHEKSSSTTERRESTHKeSUTERTEEESeeweceuccwences 32 on 





(6) THE ABILITY TO DISPOSE OF STOCKS ACQUIRED THROUGH A PRICE- 
SUPPORT OPERATION 

A. Grain sorghums 

From the 1957 crop CCC acquired seen half of the crop under 
its price support operations. It is estimated that from the 1958 crop 
CCC will acquire a very high proportion— about 40 percent of the 
crop. As a result the carryover which is almost entirely owned by 
CCC has gone up very rapidly from 79 million bushels on October 1, 
1957, to 309 million on October 1, 1958, and will reach an estimated 
500 million on October 1, 1959. Only 7.5 percent of 1957 crop of corn 
was taken over by CCC. Our major disposal outlet for grain sor- 
ghums—in view of the domestic surplus—is by export, and export 
demand even with a heavy subsidy has been limited. ‘These increasing 
stocks thus reflect the extreme difficulty of disposing of stocks ac quired 
from our price support operations. It should be noted that the 
carryover has gone up more than sixfold in a 2-year period. 


59012°---59 H. Rept., 86-1, vol. 2——-48 
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B. Barley 


CCC acquired almost 30 percent of the 1957 crop and is expected 
to take over about 15 percent of the 1958 crop. CCC stocks of barley 
are expected to reach about 125 million bushels by the end of the 
1958-59 marketing season, a new record high. In view of the domestic 
surplus, exports constitute the major outlet and as in the case of other 
feed grains disposals are limited to the payment-in-kind made on 
exports from commercial stocks. 


C. Rye 


CCC stocks have been going up for 2 years in succession due to the 
fact that only a small part of the rye placed under price support loan 
is redeemed and that outlets are limited. Considerable difficulty is 
expected in disposing of these stocks, since the major disposal outlet 
in view of the domestic surplus is by export, and all exports are 
subsidized. Export disposals from CCC stocks are by means of 
payments-in-kind under the export subsidy program—which points 
to quite a lengthy liquidation period. 


D. Oats 


The major outlet for CCC oats—as for other feed grains, due to 
domestic surpluses—has been export. Export disposals have pro- 
vided only limited outlets, since oats are bulky and hard to export. 
All exports have been subsidized in recent years and the current 
subsidy is about 35 cents per hundredweight. Difficulty in disposing 
of stocks is indicated by the fact that stocks have been going up for 
3 years in succession to reach new record highs. 

The Government price support activities which are resulting in 
substantial acquisitions are as follows: 


Price support activities 











1957 crop 1958 crop 
Commodity Net amount 
Takeover | Percent o! | under price| Percent of 
Unit in 1958 |production| support | production 
Feb. 15, 
1959! 
Million Percent Million Percent 
Oeteilt. 5 iii Bushel__.. 257.7 2. 230. 2 6.1 
ON i eS GO: 2.2443 43.3 3.3 80. 2 5.6 
TEE vhs ie dbdecddidackuetanbnscdbiinationtd RO. s cep od 118.0 27.0 92.4 19. 6 
Grbln COIR. cing ccdhinedbepcetadinnsy is ng 155.8 49.3 150. 9 43.8 
weight. 


Rye. cides hi iii heidslitdoedl Bushel.._- 7.2 26.4 10.5 32. 4 
1 Feb. 15 amounts put under loan minus repayments through Jan. 31. 


(7) THE NEED FOR OFFSETTING TEMPORARY LOSSES OF EXPORT MARKETS 


There have been no temporary losses of export markets. Exports 
are normally minor factors in the disappearance of feed grains. It 
requires substantially greater export subsidies to move into export 
the other feed grains as compared with corn. The following table 


PRE ORI RS 


| 
| 
| 
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shows the subsidy requirement, by months, per hundredweight, for 
each of the feed grains: 





Grain 
sorghums 


Barley Rye Oat: 











October 1958... 
November 1958- 







December 1953 - 04 -36 138 G2 44 
DEMARIO . Caciddnantahaae<ddhinnbabiahbigpocucey - 08 37 41 . 4 40 
I al clean eal -07 .29 .35 66 35 


(8) THE ABILITY AND WILLINGNESS OF PRODUCERS TO KEEP SUPPLIES 
IN LINE WITH DEMAND 

A. Grain sorghums 

1. In recent years there has been a tremendous increase in acreage 
and production—part is due to the fact that the acreage taken out of 
the production of cotton and wheat has been shifted to the production 
of grain sorghums and part is due to the attractive support levels. 
The acreage of sorghums harvested as grain and the production has 
increased as follows: 








Year Harvested Production 
Million Thousand 
of acres of bushels 
UU i tinnbindich i anbbichbinniptiantid joer tiki titene Metinhositithtitbhiinateel 5.3 90, 741 
BENEL: pip wicinb agin dline talk inking sbebnddinepidapodsbukputébocebeadsbaahebleabed 6.3 115, 719 
PENG 5.2 Miwon studhhabewectidesdsteedtéudcddepluclndvbboscedadddesbanadhhahhald 11.7 285, 295 
DUDES 62.3.5 auhsd ante Siaapebeeerepabhdddectgnapecandesabnanebbuhantanmend 12.9 242, 526 
DAE a biinaduphobvicia dnadinadanthnilptgmpubabrokinubywhakiddtceme 9.3 206, 205 
Wen pticdidulhennaciatldddidhdhenthidaclibiponbhidddihimdithhtvctbuabyibshboatghtntd 19.5 54, 324 
BEOE, cc cnncsscedadudbtadutibhhtotnet sigbebybeidhidtidegetdibeatiocsidadpuceanaa 16.8 614, 845 


2. Production has increased at a significantly faster rate than 
demand, as indicated in the stock figures cited earlier. 


B. Barley 


There have been significant surpluses of barley over the quantity 
for which there is a demand at support price since 1953-54. Since 
that year CCC has acquired about 465 million bushels of barley, or 
about 1% times a normal year’s crop. The trend in production in 
recent years has been upward despite a relatively stable domestic 
market—the only unsubsidized outlet for barley. This increase in 
production to a large extent reflects higher yields per acre under the 


stimulus of the support program. Since exports prior to 1958-59 


were almost entirely from Government stocks, this excess over 
domestic use was taken over by the Government. 


C. Rye 
CCC has taken over significant quantities each year since 1953-54 


because production exceeded demand at support prices. These acqui- 
sitions including those expected from the 1958 crop amount to 46 


‘million bushels, or about double an average rye crop. 
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Acreage planted to rye has remained relatively unchanged despite 
the surpluses. At the same time yields have gone up significantly 
so that production has expanded despite the stable acreage. This 
increase in production has occurred notwithstanding the fact that 
domestic disappearance has been relatively stable. 


D. Oats 


Production has exceeded quantities for which there was a demand 
at the support price since 1952-53. Since then CCC has acquired 
about 265 million bushels of oats. Production has exceeded domestic 
use primarily because of increases in yield per acre. 

The immediate effect of this bill would be to raise the 1959 sup- 
port level for each of these feed grains as follows: barley from 77 
to 86 cents per bushel; oats from 50 to 58 cents per bushel; rye from 
90 to 95 cents per bushel; and for grain sorghums from $1.52 to $1.90 
per hundredweight. The level of support would be increased despite 
the fact that in recent years the production for each of these crops, 
except rye, has exceeded disappearance, difficult disposal problems 
have developed with respect to exports (the major market outlet 
for our surpluses), and carryover stocks have increased tremendously. 

The net effect of this bill would be to stimulate production of these 
feed grains particularly grain sorghums, in excess of prospective 
demand, thereby resulting in large Government acquisitions and ex- 
penditures and further buildup in carryover stocks. With corn sup- 

orted at 66 percent of the February 1959 parity price for corn, this 

ill would raise the support for barley, oats, and grain sorghums, 
based upon their own parity price, to a level which is higher than for 
corn. Asa percentage of the February 1959 parity price, the support 
level for each of such feed grains would be as anaes: Barley, 67 
percent; oats, 69 percent; and grain sorghums, 75 percent. 

Obviously, any increase in the support level for these feed grains 
would increase the amount of export subsidy. 

Since this bill would raise the level of support for each of these four 
feed grains, it would follow that a larger Saunt of such grains would 
be placed under support and more delivered to the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. Thus, the combination of increased price support rates 
plus the steppedup volume of such feed grains going under price sup- 

ort, would result in an increased obligation of CCC funds in carry- 
ing out its price-support operations. It is estimated that an 
additional $100 million would be needed for this purpose. 

It is our opinion that this bill would not be consistent with the 
President’s proposed program. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


TruE D. Morss, 
Acting Secretary. 
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CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill are shown 
as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black 
brackets, new matter is printed in italic, and existing law in which no 
change is proposed is shown in roman): 


AGRICULTURAL Act oF 1949 


PRICE SUPPORT (CORN AND FEED GRAINS) 


Src. 105. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 101 of 
this Act, beginning with the 1959 crop, price support shall be made 
available to producers for each crop of corn at 90 per centum of the 
average price received by farmers during the three calendar years 
immediately preceding the calendar year in which the marketing year 
for such crop begins, adjusted to offset the effect on such price of any 
abnormal quantities of lowigkade corn marketed during any of such 
year: Provided, That the level of price support for any crop of corn 
shall not be less than 65 per centum of the parity price therefor. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, beginning with the 
1959 crop, price support shall be made available to producers for each 
crop of oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghums [at such level of the 
parity price therefor as the Secretary of Agriculture determines is fair 
and reasonable in relation to the level at which price support is made 
available for corn, taking into consideration the feeding value of such 
commodity in relation to corn, and the other factors set forth in sec- 
tion 401(b) hereof. ], respectively, at a price determined by the Secretary 
to bear the same ratio to the support price of corn as the feed value of such 
commodity bears to the feed value of corn. 











MINORITY VIEWS 


We oppose H.R. 5432 and respectfully submit that the undesirable 
features of this bill far outweigh any contemplated benefits. The 
criteria should be whether the bill will reduce surpluses and whether 
the cost will be less than the present program. In our judgment 
H.R. 5432 achieves neither of these objectives. 

We oppose H.R. 5432, as amended by the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, on the grounds that this bill (1) unduly and unnecessarily 
increases the cost of our price support operations, (2) it destroys the 
traditional support price relationship between corn and the other 
feed grains, (3) it eliminates from the present law valuable criteria 
needed to reach a sound economic and scientific determination of 
support levels, and (4) it is inconsistent with the President’s program 
for a balanced budget. 


HOW THE PRESENT LAW OPERATES 


Under the Agricultural Act of 1958 corn farmers by a national 
referendum held last fall chose a program of free production with 
price supports at 90 percent of the previous 3-year average market 

rice but not less than 65 percent of parity. In accordance with this 
aw, the Department of Agriculture calculated and announced the 
price support for corn in 1959 at $1.12 per bushel, which is 66 percent 
of parity. 

Under the same law, it becams mandatory for the first time that 
beginning with 1959, oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghum must be 
supported at such level of the parity price as the Secretary of Agri- 
culture determines is fair and reasonable in relation to the level at 
which price support is made available for corn, taking into considera- 
tion the relative feeding value of each such grain in relation to corn, 
and the other factors set forth in section 401(b) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended. 

The eight factors set forth in section 401(b) are as follows: (1) the 
supply of the commodity in relation to the demand therefor, (2) the 
price levels at which other commodities are being supported and, in 
the case of feed grains, the feed values of such grains in relation to 
corn, (3) the availability of funds, (4) the perishability of the com- 
modity, (5) the importance of the commodity to agriculture and the 
national economy, (6) the ability to dispose of stocks acquired through 
a price-support operation, (7) the need for offsetting temporary losses 
of export markets, and (8) the ability and willingness of producers to 
keep supplies in line with demand. 


COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 


The committee adopted two amendments. One requires that the 
support price for oats, rye, barley, and grain sorghum shall not reflect 
a percentage of parity higher than that established for corn. The 
second amendment requires that the level of support for soybeans in 
1959 shall not be less than the level of support in 1958. 

The avowed — of the bill before amendment by the committee 
was to establish the level of price support for oats, rye, barley, and 


grain sorghum on the sole basis of each such feed grain’s feeding value 
16 








ADJUSTMENT OF PRICE SUPPORTS FOR FEED GRAINS 17 


in relation to corn. The effect of the first committee amendment is to 
still use the same basis for calculating the level of support, but to 
restrict that support price in terms of parity to a level not higher than 
the support price for corn as expressed in terms of parity. In other 
words, no feed grain could go above 66 percent of parity in 1959. 
This amendment does not change the undesirable features of the bill. 

H.R. 5432 as amended and reported is thus defective and self- 
defeating in two respects: (1) the price support is calculated only on 
the basis of relative feeding value. This immediately eliminates from 
the law the other seven desirable and necessary criteria which are now 
used for determining the level of support. This language in effect 
also transfers feed grains from the “parity concept” to a “relative 
feeding value” concept. (2) After allowing the calculation of price 
support on the sole basis of relative feeding value, the committee 
amendment drastically disturbs this calculation by imposing a ceiling 
on the level of support. Since the support price in terms of parity 
cannot go above the support price for corn, the final result is that 
no relationship to the relative feeding value of corn would exist 
when the law is applied. For all practical purposes, all eight criteria 
are repealed. ‘To illustrate this point, let us examine the effect of 
this bill on grain sorghum. 

If the price support for grain sorghum were based only on the basis 
of this grain’s relative feeding value to corn, it would be $1.90 per 
hundredweight, or 75 percent of parity. The effect of the committee 
amendment, however, is to restrict this level of support to 66 percent 
of parity (the support price for corn) or $1.67 per hundredweight. 
The final effect then is that grain sorghum will not be supported in 
terms of its relative feeding value to corn, but rather at an arbitrary 
level for which there is no sound economic or scientific basis. The 
same is true for the other feed grains. 

The unrealistic effect of the bill becomes even more dramatic when 
compared to previous experience in corn price support operations. 
For a number of years before the now extinct corn acreage allotment 
program, corn farmers were free to raise all the corn they desired. 
During those years there always existed a price support differential 
between corn and the other feed grains greater than that which exists 
today. Under H.R. 5432 there would be no differential whatsoever, 
a situation which is patently undesirable. The following table shows 
the percentage of parity differential between corn and grain sorghum 
for the years since 1938 in which there were no acreage allotments for 
corn: 


Comparison of corn and grain sorghum support-price differential 





Differen- Differen- 
tial in tial in 
percent- percent- 
age of age of 
parity parity 
Year in which there were no Percent of | Year in which there were no Percent of 
corn allotments: parity corn allotments: parity 
eee, Joi ee 30 19GB egos. sheet ae 15 
SOGR ie . 2 tte iis sw 7 i SRE ER RR OLS 10 
ee i i el ee 7 PR 5 diritti bak baton ate 6 
BR og ss a 11 H.R. 5432: There would be no 
ltl RE YL OS lle 10 differential. (Both corn and 
PET bbe ondadeobhovcshes 14 grain sorghum would be sup- 
Pee: 2. bile 13 ported at 66 percent of 


Meee oie. A. 20 parity.) 
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The other committee amendment to H.R. 5432 which raises the 
support level for soybeans by requiring a level of support in 1959 not 
less than the level of support provided in 1958 is undesirable for 
several reasons: 

1. It will not be in the best interests of soybean producers. Soy- 
bean use has increased rapidly in recent years and there are good 
potentials for further increases in both the United States and abroad 
provided prices are kept at realistic levels. The bill would prevent 
achievement of this price objective by raising the support to the 1958 
level—a level which resulted in large Government acquisitions. The 
longtime future of soybean producers lies in producing for an expand- 
ing commercial market rather than for Government warehouses. 

2. It would ignore the fact that in 1958 producers did not keep 
supplies in line with demand and production at this support level 
exceeded use substantially. Production in 1958 reached the record 
level of 574 million bushels, or nearly 50 percent above average. 
About one-fourth of the crop was placed under support and the CCC 
will take over much of that placed under support. At the end of the 
1958-59 season despite some disposals the carryover will amount to a 
record level of 75 million bushels. At this level stocks will be nearly 
800 percent of average (1953-57) and almost four times as large as 
at the end of the 1957-58 season. 

3. Raising supports at this time will prevent our efforts to cut back 
on production temporarily until demand catches up. The latest crop 
report shows that farmers already have indicated that they intend to 
cut back soybean acreage 7 percent. We should not take any action 
to reverse this trend, since even with this reduced acreage, production 
probably will exceed use. 

4. Raising the support will prevent the Government from liquidat- 
ing the stocks it will take over from the 1958 crop. As long as these 
stocks overhang the market, the Government will incur large storage 
costs and they will serve to depress prices. 

5. Raising the soybean support level will start a chain reaction for 
other crops. For instance, under section 601 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1956, the Department would have to raise cottonseed support so 
that cottonseed and soybeans can compete in the market. Other 
producers who have had the support reduced will claim discrimination. 


INCREASED COST 


The net effect of this bill would be to stimulate production of these 
feed grains particularly grain sorghum, in excess of prospective 
demand, thereby resulting in large Government acquisitions and 
expenditures and buildup of carryover stocks. Obviously, any 
increase in the support level for these feed grains would increase the 
amount of export subsidy. For example: In February 1959 we were 
paying an export subsidy of 35 cents per hundredweight on oats and 
barley, 66 cents per hundredweight on rye, and 29 cents per hundred- 
weight on grain sorghums. This is much higher than the export 
subsidy on corn, which was 7 cents per hundredweight. Since this 
bill would raise the level of support for each of these four feed grains 
and soybeans, it would follow that a larger volume of such grains 
would be placed under support and more delivered to the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. Thus, the combination of increased 
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price support rates, plus the stepped-up volume of such feed grains 
going under price support, plus the higher export subsidy, would 
result in an increased obligation of CCC funds in carrying out its price 
support operations. The Department of Agriculture estimates that an 
additional $140 million would be needed if this bill is enacted. 


WHY PRICE SUPPORTS WERE ESTABLISHED AT ANNOUNCED LEVELS 


In reporting on H.R. 5432, the Department clearly set forth its 
reasons for announcing the current levels of support. We refer to 
this report as set forth in the majority report herein to illustrate the 
sound reasoning used to arrive at this announced level of support. 
The particularly dramatic effect of H.R. 5432 on grain sorghum is 
illustrated when the eight criteria in the present law are applied to 
this feed grain. To illustrate: 

(1) The supply of the commodity in relation to the demand 
therefor: 

Supply and utilization— Marketing year 1958-59 


|Millions of bushels] 
Grain sorghums: 
RSET ON EE oo ccc = im Sock wo een Med etceaen eekeee es cathe eee 309 
1958 production 
Estimated imports 


Total supply 


Estimated domestic disappearance 
Estimated exports 


Total disappearance 


Estimated carryover at end of marketing year 


The total supply of grain sorghums is equal to more than twice the 
indicated total disappearance even though disappearance was up in 
1958-59. In the case of corn the total supply relative to indicated 
use is substantially less—152 percent. 

The grain sorghum surplus is greater relatively speaking than corn. 
The estimated grain sorghum carryover of 500 million bushels is 
equal to 1% years domestic disappearance. For corn it is about half 
ayear. The estimated grain sorghum carryover of 500 million bushels 
is equal to 125 percent of our total disappearance. For corn it is 52 
percent of disappearance. 

(2) The price levels at which other commodities are being supported 
and, in the case of feed grains, the feed values of such grains in relation 
to corn: Corn is being supported at 66 percent of parity—grain 
sorghum at 60 percent of parity. The feed value of grain sorghum 
is equal to about 95 percent of that for corn. 

(3) The availability of funds: There are sufficient funds available 
to support these crops at realistic levels. However, overall speaking 
we are close to the present limit on CCC borrowing authority. 

(4) The perishability of the commodity: There is considerable 
concern as to the practicability or feasibility of carrying grain sorghum 
in storage for more than 2 years, and safe storage of grain is a major 
problem in the area in which grain sorghums are produced. This 
could create certain storage problems in view of the large stocks held 
by the Government and the limited outlets. Considerable storage, 
handling and interest charges will be incurred before disposal. 
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(5) The importance of the commodity to agriculture and the 
national economy: The value of grain sorghum produced in 1958 and 
the percentage of total value of ail crops is as follows: 

‘Grain sorghum: 


Value: (osiitiews) 2) 000i 210) U gbasilo dive uo: ble boss $602 
I i BR 3.2 


(6) The ability to dispose of stock acquired through a price-support 
‘operation: From the 1957 crop CCC acquired about half of the crop 
under its price-support operations. It is estimated that from the 
1958 crop CCC will acquire a very high proportion—about 40 per- 
cent of the crop. As a result the carryover which is almost entirely 
owned by CCC has gone up very rapidly from 79 million bushels on 
October 1, 1957, to 309 million on October 1, 1958, and will reach 
an estimated 500 million on October 1, 1959. Only 7.5 percent of 
1957 crop of corn was taken over by CCC. Our major disposal out- 
‘let for grain sorghum—in view of the domestic surplus—is by export, 
and export demand even with a heavy subsidy has been limited. 
These increasing stocks thus reflect the extreme difficulty of dispos- 
ing of stocks acquired from our price-support operations. It should 
be aeted that the carryover has gone up more than sixfold in a 2-year 
period. 

The Government price-support activities which are resulting in 
substantial acquisitions are as follows: 


Price support activities 


1957 crop 1958 crop 





Net amount 
Commodity Takeover | Percent of | under price| Percent of 
Unit in 1958 | production support production 
Feb. 15, 
1959 ! 


| Tf | Se 


Million Percent Million Percent 
Brel CARES... ncctimdibadststsdsccsceseds "o 155. 8 49.3 150. 9 43.8 
weight, 


1 Feb. 15 amounts put under loan minus repayments through January 31. 


(7) The need for offsetting temporary losses of export markets: 
‘There have been no temporary losses of export markets. Exports are 
normally minor factors in the disappearance of feed grains. It re- 
quires substantially greater export subsidies to move into export the 
other feed grains as compared with corn. The following table shows 
the subsidy requirement, by months, per hundredweight, for grain 
‘sorghum: 


Grain sorghum: 


POCO LU ee ee ss 2h head be ei edasbbwbdlindictbdes $0.34 
Peeeennee ReGBCL ALi. ue ee des eal elas .38 
PRRO NE A Os ceeds 5 3 eh okie abe cib a eenwes~ aero ce sewe-ee .36 
IN INI oo GUESS dk 0. init hlin whehke Ube HE MANEA sabe —4eethe .o7 
GE BOO Wes ics un cidiraiand =bedeaeelinaamesdapnsdqeeksas .29 


(8) The ability and willingness of producers to keep supplies in line 
with demand: In recent years there has been a tremendous increase 
in acreage and production—part is due to the fact that the acreage 
taken out of the production of cotton and wheat has been shifted to 
the production of grain sorghums and part is due to the attractive 
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support levels. The acreage of sorghums harvested as grain and the 
production has increased as follows: 


Harvested | Production 


Million Thousand 
acres 
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Production has increased at a significantly faster rate than demand, 
as indicated in the stock figures cited earlier. 


Production trends in feed grains and rye 


bushels 


CONCLUSION 


H.R. 5432 clearly fails to meet the criteria necessary for sound legis- 
lation. This bill does not reduce the surplus nor does it reduce the 
cost of the program. On the contrary, H.R. 5432 increases the cost 
of the program by $140 million while encouraging more surplus 
especially in grain sorghum. 

Cuarues B, Hoeven, 
Pau B. Dacuz. 

Pace BELCHER. 
Cuirrorp G. McIntire; 
Henry A. Drxon. 
_Cuarues M. Tracus, 
ALEXANDER PIRNIE. 
Desert L. Latta, 











ADDITIONAL MINORITY VIEW 


It is my judgment that H.R. 5432 is hastily considered and ill- 
advised legislation and I agree with the conclusion that it should be 
defeated for this reason and by reason of the extra governmental cost 
involved. 

Hearings on the whole of this legislation were very scanty and there 
was no substantial consultation with the producers of the various 
farm commodities affected, including indirectly the cottongrowers. 
For example no testimony was taken with respect to increasing the 
support price of soybeans. I submit that this is a poor way to legislate 
and that such action reflects adversely on the Congress. 

The point of expenditure on farm programs has been reached which 
could be described as satiety and added expenditures should be au- 
thorized only on the basis that they would clearly bring about long- 
range adjustments of surplus production. H.R. 5432 in its conception 
and its mode of adoption does not meet this criterion. 

Haran HaGEnN, 
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PROVIDING FOR THE REGULATION OF CLOSING-OUT 
AND FIRE SALES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


May 6, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. McMm1an, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 2318] 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred 
the bill (H.R. 2318), to provide for the regulation of closing-out and 
fire sales in the District of Columbia, having considered the same, 


aa favorably thereon with amendments and recommend that the 
bill, H.R. 2318, as amended, do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

On page 1, line 4, after the word “include” insert the following: 


any sale in connection with which there is any representation 


by the person conducting such sale that the sale is being 
conducted, or is required or compelled to be conducted, for 
reasons of economic or business distress, inability to continue 
business at the same location, or the age or health of the 
owner or owners of the business, and the term “closing out 
sale” shall include but not be limited to, 


On page 4, line 17, after “Src. 6.” add ‘(a)”. 

On pages 4 and 5 strike the following language: “‘not less than $50 
and not more than $500, or shall be imprisoned for not less than ten 
days and not more than six months, or both”, and insert in lieu 
thereof “not more than $300 or imprisonment for 90 days or both”. 

On page 5, following line 2, insert a new subsection: 


(b) Prosecutions for violations of this Act shall be con- 
ducted in the name of the District of Columbia by the 
Corporation Counsel or any of his assistants. 

On page 5, line 4, strike out ‘‘sheriffs, constables, or other’’. 
On page 5, following line 13, insert a new section. 

Sec 10. Nothing in this Act shall be construed so as to 

affect the authority vested in the Commissioners by Reorgan- 
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ization Plan No. 5 of 1952 (66 Stat. 824). The performance 
of any function vested by this Act in the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia or in any office or agency under 
the jurisdiction and control of said Commissioner may be 
delegated by said Commissioners in accordance with section 
3 of such plan. 

The purpose of this legislation is to provide for the regulation of 
clozing out and fire sales in the District of Columbia. 

At a hearing before a subcommittee of this committee on Thursday, 
March 19, 1959, it was brought to the attention of the members of 
the subcommittee that a considerable number of what are know as 
going-out-of-business sales are not such sales in fact, but are sales. 
which are so characterized in order to take advantage of the ignorant, 
gullible, or credulous individual. It was further pointed out that 
many such sales are carefully planned and executed according to a 
schedule and are not motivated by any condition or situation of 
business distress. It is believed that the situation in the District of 
Columbia is one which should be carefully scrutinized and controlled, 
in view of the fact that a large number of tourists visit the Nation’s 
Capital. These visitors, as well as local persons, are subject to being 
enticed into an establishment in which a false going-out-of-business 
sale is being conducted, to their possible disadvantage. 

In order to avoid the public’s being misled, H.R. 2318 provides that 
the operators of any going-out-of-business sales shall obtain a license. 
Application for such license must be made under oath at least 14 days 
prior to the opening of the sale, and all the facts of such sale, including 
a complete inventory of goods, wares, or merchandise involved, must 
be made known at the time of such application. Provision is made in 
the bill for the payment of a $100 license fee and for a bond in the 
amount of $1,000 conditioned upon compliance with this act, although 
merchants who have been in a location for at least a year prior to the 
date of any such sale may be exempt from the payment of the pre- 
scribed license fee and the filing of the bond. The bill further provides 
that no person shall order goods, wares, or merchandise for the purpose 
of disposing of the same at the going-out-of-business sale, and section 3 
provides that— 


* * * any unusual purchase and additions to the stock of 
such goods, wares, or merchandise within 60 days prior to the 
filing of application for a license to conduct such sale shall be 
presumptive evidence that such purchases and additions to 
stock were made in contemplation of such sale. 


The bill further provides that with respect to the sale of goods 
damaged by fire, smoke, water, or otherwise, no additional goods, 
wares, or merchandise may be added to the damaged stock which is 
being sold. 

The bill provides for a period of time during which a going-out-of- 
business sale may be conducted, and for the extension of the termina- 
tion date established for such sale, upon a proper showing of need. 
Penalties for the violation of the act are established at a minimum 
fine of $50 and a maximum fine of $500, imprisonment for at least 10 
days and not more than 6 months, or both fine and imprisonment. 
The bill exempts from compliance with its provisions sheriffs, con- 
stables, and other public court officials, and persons acting under the 
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license, direction, or authority of any court, who may be required to 
sell goods, wares, and merchandise in the course of their official duties. 
The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia is given juris- 
a to restrain and enjoin any act which may be prohibited by 
the bill. 

There was some doubt as to whether the bill as drafted solved the 
problem created by the false going-out-of-business sales. Therefore 
an amendment was adopted which clearly defines going-out-of-business 
sales which is as follows: 

This amendment is on page 1, line 4. 


Any sale in connection with which there is any representa- 
tion by the person conducting such sale that the sale is being 
conducted, or is required or compelled to be conducted, for 
reasons of economic or business distress, inability to con- 
tinue business at the same location, or the age or health of 
the owner or owners of the business, and the term ‘‘closing- 
out sale” shall include but not be limited to. 


Section 6 of the bill as drafted provided that persons found guilty 
of violating its provisions shall be fined “not less than $50 and not 
more than $500 or shall be imprisoned for not less than 10 days and 
not more than 6 months, or both.”” A recommendation was made that 
the language be changed to provide that the penalty to be imposed 
shall not exceed a fine of $300 or imprisonment for 90 days, or both, 
in order to bring the penalty into line with the penalty prescribed in 
other acts of Congress in the nature of municipal ordinances for the 
District of Columbia. This amendment was adopted unanimously 
by the committee. 

Another amendment was suggested that prosecutions for violation 
of this act shall be conducted in the name of the District of Columbia 
by the Corporation Counsel or any of his assistants. Unless this 
amendment were adopted the prosecutions would have been made in 
the name of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. 
This amendment was also unanimously adopted by the members of 
the committee. 

Another amendment adopted unanimously by the committee struck 
the words “sheriffs, constables, or other” on page 5, line 4. This was 
recommended because the law enforcement officials of the District 
do not include sheriffs and constables. 

The other amendment was the addition of a new section 10 to fit 
the functions required to be performed by the bill into the District of 
Columbia governmental establishment as reorganized under the 
authority of Reorganization Plan 5 of 1952. 

This legislation has the approval of the Board of Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, the Corporation Counsel for the District of 
Columbia, the Merchants and Manufacturers Association of the 
District of Columbia, and other representatives of various organiza- 
tions in the District of Columbia. 
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AMENDING THE ACT OF JULY 1, 1902, TO EXEMPT CERTAIN COM- 
MON CARRIERS OF PASSENGERS FROM THE MILEAGE TAX 
IMPOSED BY THAT ACT AND FROM CERTAIN OTHER TAXES 


May 6, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. McMittan, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 2322] 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred 
the bill (H.R. 2322) to amend the act of July 1, 1902, to exempt 
certain common carriers of passengers from the mileage tax imposed 
by that act and from certain other taxes, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that 
the bill (H.R. 2322) do pass. 

The purpose of this legislation is to amend the act of July 1, 1902, 
to exempt certain common carriers of passengers from the mileage 
tax imposed by that act and from certain other taxes. 

A letter dated April 16, 1959, from the President of the Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia to the chairman of the 
House District Committee is herewith made a part of this report. 


The Commissioners have for report H.R. 2322, 86th Con- 
gress, entitled ‘‘A bill to amend the act of July 1, 1902, to 
exempt certain common carriers of passengers from the 
mileage tax imposed by that act and from certain other 
taxes.”” H.R. 2322, 86th Congress, is identical to H.R. 
11246, 85th Congress, which passed the House of Repre- 
sentatives on June 23, 1958. 

Subparagraph (b) of paragraph (31) of section 7 of the act 
of July 1, 1902 (32 Stat. 622, ch. 1352), as amended (sec. 
47-2331(b), D.C. Code, 1951, Supp. VII), provides, in 
pertinent part, as follows: 

“(b) Any person, partnership, association, trust, or corpo- 
ration operating or proposing to operate any vehicle or 
vehicles not confined to rails or tracks for the transportation 
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of passengers for hire over all or any portion of any defined 
route or routes in the District of Columbia * * * shall, on 
or before the Ist day of October in each year, or before 
commencing such operation, submit to the Public Utilities 
Commission of the District of Columbia, in triplicate, an 
application for license, stating therein * * * the total num- 
ber of vehicle-miles to be operated with such vehicles within 
the District of Columbia during the twelve month period 
beginning with the Ist day of November in the same year: 
* * * The Public Utilities Commission shall thereupon 
verify and approve * * * each such statement * * *. 
Upon receipt of the approved copy, and prior to the Ist day 
of November in the same year, or before commencing upon 
such operation, each such applicant shall pay to the collector 
of taxes, in lieu of any other personal or license tax, in con- 
nection with such operation, the sum of 1 cent for each vehicle- 
mile proposed to be operated in the District of Columbia in 
accordance with the application as approved. Upon presen- 
tation of the receipt for such payment, the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia or their designated agent shall issue 
a license authorizing the applicant to carry on the operations 
embodied in the approved application. * * *”’ [Emphasis 
supplied.] 

H.R. 2322, if enacted, will exempt from the operation of 
the mileage tax effective October 1, 1959, applicants engaged 
in the transportation of passengers for hire principally within 
the commercial zone of Washington, D.C., as such com- 
mercial zone has been established on the date of enactment 
of H.R. 2322 by the Interstate Commerce Commission for 
the purposes of section 203(b)(8) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act (49 U.S.C. 303(b)(8)). A map showing the commercial 
zone of Washington, as established by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission and released by the Washington Board of 
Trade, appears at page 4 of House Report No. 1929, 85th 
Congress, to accompany H.R. 11246. That zone includes 
Arlington and Fairfax Counties in Virginia, and Montgomery 
and Prince Georges Counties in Maryland. 

H.R. 2322 also proposes to exempt common carriers 
coming within its provisions from the gross sales tax levied 
under the District of Columbia Sales Tax Act; the com- 
pensating use tax levied under the District of Columbia 
Use Tax Act; the excise tax upon the issuance of titles to 
motor vehicles and trailers levied under subsection (j) of 
section 6 of the District of Columbia Traffic Act of 1925 (D.C. 
Code, 40—603(j)(4)); and the tax imposed on tangible per- 
sonal property, to the same extent that the D.C. Transit 
System, Inc., is, on October 1, 1959, the effective date of 
H.R. 2322 exempt from such taxes under section 8(b) (5) of 
the act entitled “An act to grant a franchise to the D.C. 
Transit System, Inc., and for other purposes,”’ approved 
July 24, 1956. It is believed that the following-named 
transportation companies, that is, those companies operating 
Dot within the commercial zone of W ashington, 

C., will be exempt from all of the foregoing taxes by the 
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enactment of H.R. 2322; Alexandria, Barcroft & Washing- 
ton Transit Co.; American Bus Lines, Inc.; Atwood Trans- 
port Lines, Inc.; the Gray Line, Inc.; Suburban Transit Co.; 
Washington, Marlboro, Annapolis Transit Co.; Washington, 
Virginia & Maryland Coach Co., Inc. 

The estimated loss of revenue to the District of Columbia, 
in the event H.R. 2322 is enacted, will amount to approxi- 
mately $24,200 annually. 

Although the Commissioners have consistently opposed 
enactment of tax-exemption legislation, such as proposed by 
H.R. 2322, for the reason that such exemptions constitute fur- 
ther reductions in the revenues of the District of Columbia 
upon which the District depends for} its operations, the 

ommissioners, in this case, although they cannot recom- 
mend the enactment of H.R. 2322, nevertheless are not dis- 
posed to oppose H.R. 2322. The Commissioners are desir- 
ous of avoiding, so far as possible, increases in the fares 
charged by public carriers operating within the District, 
such as the transportation companies to which reference is 
made in this report. To the extent, therefore, that the ex- 
emption accorded by H.R. 2322 will tend to stabilize the 
existing fare structures of the companies affected by H.R. 
2322, the Commissioners believe that the traveling public will 
receive a benefit through the reduction in the cost of opera- 
tion which will result to the transportation companies by 
the enactment of H.R. 2322. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with paragraph 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
as introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be 
omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman); 


District or Cotumspta CoprE 47-2331(b); 47 Srar. 555(b) 


(b) Any person, partnership, association, trust, or corporation 
operating or proposing to operate any vehicle or vehicles not con- 
fined to rails or tracks for the transportation of passengers for hire 
over all or any portion of any defined route or routes in the District 
of Columbia, except when such vehicle or vehicles are to be operated 
solely for sightseeing purposes, shall, on or before the Ist day of 
October in each year, or before commencing such operation, submit 
to the Public Utilities Commission of the District of Columbia, in 
triplicate, an application for license, stating therein the name of such 
person, partnership, association, trust, or corporation, the number 
and kind of each type of vehicle to be used in such operation, the 
schedule or schedules and the total number of vehicle-miles to be 
operated with such vehicle within the District of Columbia during 
the twelve month period beginning with the 1st day of November 
in the same year. The Public Utilities Commission shall thereupon 
verify and approve, or return to the applicant for correction and 
resubmission, each such statement, and when approved, forward one 
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copy thercof the the Commissioners of the District of Columbia or 
their designated agents and return one copy to the applicant. Upon 
receipt of the approved copy, and prior to the Ist day of November 
in the same year, or before commencing such operation, each such 
applicant who is not otherwise exempt under this subparagraph from 
payment of the mileage tax imposed by this subparagraph, shall pay to 
the Collector of Taxes, in lieu of any other franchise, personal or 
license tax, in connection with such operation, the sum of eight- 
tenths of 1 cent for each vehicle-mile proposed to be operated in the 
District of Columbia in accordance with the application as approved. 
Upon presentation of the receipt for such payment, the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia or their designated agent shall issue 
a license authorizing the applicant to carry on the operations embod- 
ied in the approved application. [No increase of operations shall 
be commenced or continued unless and until an application similar 
to the original and covering such increase in operation shall have 
been approved and forwarded in the same manner and the corre- 
sponding additional payment made and license issued.J Upon receipt 
by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, or their designated 
agent of the approved copy of the application of any applicant who is 
exempt under this subparagraph from payment of the mileage tax 
imposed by this subparagraph, the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia or their designated agent shall issue a license authorizing the 
applicant to carry on the operations embodied in the approved applica- 
tion. No increase of operations shall be commenced or continued unless 
and until an application similar to the original and covering such 
increase in operations shall have been approved and forwarded in the 
same manner as the original and, if a payment is necessary, the corre- 
sponding additional payment is made, and license issued. No applicant 
engaged in the transportation of passengers for hire principally within the 
commercial zone of Washington, District of Columbia, as such commer- 
cial zone has been established on the date of enactment of this amend- 
ment by the Interstate Commerce Commission for the purposes of section 
203(b)(8) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 308(b)(8)), shall 
be required to pay any tax under this section and no such applicant 
shall be subject to: 

(1) the gross sales tax levied under the District of Columbia Sales 
Taz Act; 

(2) compensating use tax levied under the District of Columbia 
Use Tax Act; 

(3) the excise tax upon the issuance of titles to motor vehicles and 
trailers levied under subsection (7) of section 6 of the District of 
Columbia Traffie Act of 1925 (D.C. Code 40-603(9)(4)); 

(4) the tax that is imposed on tangible personal property, to the 
same extent that the District of Columbia Transit System, Incorpo- 
rated, is exempt from such taxes on the effective date of this amend- 
ment, under section 8(6)(5) of the Act entitled “An Act to grant a 
franchise to the District of Columbia Transit System, Incorporated, 
and for other purposes’’, approved July 24, 1956. 

No license shall be issued under the terms of this subparagraph with- 
out the approval of the Public Utilities Commission of the District of 


Columbia. 
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PRESCRIBING PENALTIES FOR WILLFUL CONCEALMENT 
OF GOODS OR MERCHANDISE ON THE PREMISES OF 
STORES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


May 6, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. McMitan, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 2511] 


The Committee on the District of Columbia to whom was referred 
the bill (H.R. 2511) to prescribe penalites for willful concealment of 
goods or merchandise on the premises of stores in the District of 
Columbia; and to exempt certain persons having probable cause to 
believe such offenses have been committed, from civil liability in con- 
nection with apprehension of persons suspect thereof, having considered 
the same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recom- 
mend that the bill H.R. 2511 do pass. 

The purpose of this legislation is to relieve store personnel from the 
threat of false arrest suits by reason of arresting persons suspected of 
the theft of merchandise from such store. According to information 
submitted to a subcommittee of this committee the merchants of the 
District of Columbia feel that they cannot, under existing law, without 
running the risk of a suit for false arrest, cause the arrest of a person 
who willfully conceals merchandise in a store, despite the fact that the 
merchants have probable cause to believe the person is guilty. It 
appears further that there is a possibility that shoplifting may be 
deliberately feigned in order to induce an arrest which can be used to 
form the basis for a false arrest suit. 

H.R. 2511 is designed to correct this situation. It does so by pro- 
viding in the second section that a persen causing the arrest of one 
believed to be engaged in shoplifting ‘shall not be held civilly liable 
for unlawful detention, slander, malicious prosecution, false imprison- 
ment, false arrest, or assault and battery’’, if at the time of causing the 
arrest of a person suspected of shoplifting the merchant or his agent 
or employee had probable cause to believe that the person “‘commit- 
ted willful concealment of goods or merchandise.” 
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This legislation has the approval of the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the Corporation Counsel of the District of Columbia 
and the Merchants and Manufacturers Association of the District of 
Columbia, as well as other representatives of various organizations in 
the District of Columbia. 0 
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AMENDING THE ACT ENTITLED “AN ACT FOR THE REGULATION 
OF THE PRACTICE OF DENTISTRY IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA, AND FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE PEOPLE FROM EMPIRI- 
CISM IN RELATION THERETO,” APPROVED JUNE 6, 1892, AS 
AMENDED 


May 6, 1959.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. McMuan, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 4072] 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred 
the bill (H.R. 4072) to amend the act entitled ‘‘An act for the regula- 
tion of the practice of dentistry in the District of Columbia, and for 
the protection of the people from empiricism in relation thereto,” 
approved June 6, 1892, as amended, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that 
the bill do pass. 

The purpose and need for this legislation is explained in a letter 
under date of January 15, 1959, from the President of the Board of 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives which is herewith made a part of this report. 


The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have the 
honor to submit herewith a draft of a bill to amend the act for 
the regulation of the practice of dentistry in the District of 
Columbia, and for the protection of the people from em- 
piricism in relation thereto, approved June 6, 1892, as 
amended. 

Existing law requires that the District of Columbia Board 
of Dental Examiners give an applicant for license to practice 
dentistry in the District of Columbia both a practical and a 
theoretical examination. The Board has determined that 
the theoretical examinations given by the National Board of 
Dental Examiners are at least as comprehensive and as ex- 
haustive as those given by the District of Columbia Board of 
Dental Examiners. The National Board of Dental Exam- 
iners is composed of the 9 members of the Council of the 
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National Board of Dental Examiners together with 26 
additional persons who come from all parts of the United 
States and who act as consultants on the preparation of the 
national board questions. The council was established by 
the American Dental Association in 1928 and is a standing 
committee of such association. Of its nine members, three 
represent the American Dental Association, three represent 
the American Association of Dental Examiners, and three 
represent the American Association for Dental Schools. 
Thirty-one States, Hawaii, the U.S. Army, Navy, and Public 
Health Service accept the national board certificate and 
grades. 

The Commissioners recommend the amendment of section 
8 of the act of June 6, 1892, as amended, so as to permit the 
District Board of Dental Examiners, in its discretion, to 
waive any theoretical examination of an applicant who holds 
a certificate from the National Board of Dental Examiners, 
providing such person ean successfully pass the practical 
examination administered by the District Board of Dental 
Examiners. 

As has been noted above, the theoretical examination con- 
ducted by the national board is expected to be at least as 
comprehensive and as exhaustive as the theoretical exam- 
ination conducted by the District Board. However, since 
this may not always be the case, the bill requires that the 
District Board, in exercising its discretion in waiving the the- 
oretical examination, satisfy itself that the examination 
given the applicant was at least as comprehensive as that 
required in the District of Columbia. 

he acceptance of a theoretical examination conducted 

by the National Board of Dental Examiners will benefit the 
District as well as the applicant. The national board exam- 
inations, by reason of their national character, have a ten- 
dency to provide a uniform and consistent measure of the 
ualifications of persons seeking licensure. The composi- 
tion of the examination tends to reflect the teaching of the 
theory of dentistry on a nationwide basis. The resources 
in personnel and equipment available to the Council of the 
National Board of Dental Examiners makes possible the 
rapid evaluation and dissemination of the results of the 
examinations. The expense of printing the examinations, 
furnishing materials, securing administrators and proctors, 
and payment of shipping charges and all other costs involved 
in the testing program are sustained by the national board. 

The Commissioners are informed that the District of 
Columbia Board of Dental Examiners will have complete 
freedom in connection with interpreting the national board 
grades, and that there is no objection to the District Board’s 
supplementing the national board’s examinations with any 
other examination deemed necessary to fulfill District 
requirements. 

ection 2 of the bill is intended to coordinate the proposed 
amendment of the act of June 6, 1892, as amended, with the 
reauirements of Reorganization Plan No. 5 of 1952, relating 
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to reorganization of the government of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Commissioners anticipate no increased cost to the 
District as a result of the enactment of the bill. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with paragraph 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted 
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


(54 Srar. 717, Section 8—2-308 D.C. Cops) 


An applicant for a license to practice dentistry shall appear before 
the Board at its first meeting after the filing of his application, and 
pass a satisfactory examination, consisting of practical demonstra- 
tions and written or oral test, or both, in the following subjects: 
Anatomy, anesthetics, bacteriology, chemistry, histology, operative 
dentistry, oral surgery, orthodontia, pathology, physiology, prosthetic 
dentistry, materia medica, metallurgy, and therapeutics, and such 
other subjects as the Board may from time to time direct: Provided, 
That the Board may waive the theoretical examination in the case of 
an applicant who furnishes proof satisfactory to said Board that he is a 

aduate from a reputable dental college of a state or territory of the 
Bnited States, approved by the Board, and holds a license from a 
similar dental board, with requirements equal to those of the District 
of Columbia, and who, for five consecutive years next prior to filing 
his application, has been in the lawful and reputable practice of den- 
tistry in the state or territory of the United States from which he 
applies: Provided, That the laws of such state or territory accord equal 
rights to a dentist of the District of Columbia holding a license from the 
board of the District of Columbia, who desires to practice his profession 
in such state or territory of the United States. An applicant desiring 
to register in the District of Columbia under this section must furnish 
the Board with a letter from the secretary of the Board of Dental 
Examiners, under seal of the Board of Dental Examiners of the state 
or territory of the United States from which he applies, which shall 
state that he has been in the lawful and reputable practice of dentistry 
in the state or territory from which he applies for the five years next 
prior to filing his application, and shall also attest to his moral character 
and professional qualifications. The Board of Dental Examiners may, 
in its discretion, waive the theoretical examination and issue a license to 
any applicant who holds a certificate from the National Board of Dental 
Examiners: Provided, That such applicant shall pass a practical exami- 
nation given by the Board of Dental Examiners: Provided further, That 
in exercising us discretion to waive theoretical examinations the Board 
of Dental Examiners shall satisfy itself that the examination given by 
the National Board of Dental Examiners was as comprehensive as that 
required in the District of Columbia. 
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AMENDING THE ACT OF MARCH 3, 1901, TO ELIMINATE THE 
REQUIREMENT THAT CERTAIN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COR- 
PORATIONS BE MANAGED BY NOT MORE THAN 15 TRUSTEES 


Mary 6, 1959.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 





Mr. McMi11avy, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 4454] 


The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred 
the bill (H.R. 4454) to amend the act of March 3, 1901, to eliminate 
the requirement that certain District of Columbia corporations be 
managed by not more than 15 trustees, having considered the same, 
report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend that 
the bill H.R. 4454 do pass. 

At the present time, business corporations incorporated under 
section 605 through 641 of the act approved March 3, 1901 (31 Stat. 
1284; title 29, ch. 2, D.C. Code, 1951 edition) are required, by section 
608 of such act to limit the number of their trustees to “not less than 
three nor more than fifteen’. The purpose of this legislation is to 
strike the words “‘not more than fifteen” thus enabling such corpora- 
tions to have more than fifteen trustees. 

This legislation has the approval of the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, the Superintendent of Corporations of the 
District of Columbia and the Casparanion Counsel of the District of 
Columbia. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with paragraph 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
as introduced, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be 
omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman), 
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